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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
[  40  CFR  Part  133  ] 

[FRL  396-5] 

WATER  PROGRAMS 
Secondary  Treatment  information 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
is  considering  the  amendment  of  the 
Secondary  Treatment  Information  regu¬ 
lation  contained  in  40  CFR-Part  133  and 
promulgated  pursuant  to  Sections  304 
and  301  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  (the 
Act) .  Section  304(d)  (1)  requires  that  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  pub¬ 
lish  information  on  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  through  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  secondary  treatment  within  sixty 
days  after  enactment  of  the  Act  and 
from  time  to  time  thereafter.  Section  301 
(b)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Act  requires  that  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations,  based  on  secondary 
treatment,  be  achieved  for  all  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  in  existence  on 
July  1,  1977,  or  approved  for  a  construc¬ 
tion  grant  prior  to  June  30,  1974  (for 
which  construction  must  be  completed 
w’ithin  four  years  of  approval).  Second¬ 
ary  Treatment  Information  was  promul¬ 
gated  cm  August  17,  1973. 

Historically,  treatment  processes  have 
been  grouped  together  as  “primary”  or 
“secondary”  based  on  the  pollutants  re¬ 
moved  and  the  means  by  which  pollut¬ 
ant  removal  is  accomplished.  The  con¬ 
cept  of  “secondary  treatment”  grew  out 
of  the  need  to  develop  wastewater  treat¬ 
ment  processes  which  provided  for  the 
reduction  of  p>ollutants  not  effectively  re¬ 
moved  by  the  liquid-solids  separation 
techniques  associated  with  “primary” 
treatment.  Secondary  treatment  proc¬ 
esses  were  developed  to  biologically  re¬ 
move  degradable  organic  materials  from 
wastewater.  The  term  “secondary  treat¬ 
ment”  eventually  became  synonymous 
\ilth  the  biological  treatment  of  waste- 
water  for  the  removal  of  carbonaceous 
organic  material.  Only  recently  have 
physical/chemical  treatment  processes 
been  developed  which  parallel  the  organic 
removals  achieved  by  the  application  of 
biological  secondary  treatment. 

Biological  secondary  treatment  proc¬ 
esses,  as  well  as  comparable  physical/ 
chemical  treatment  processes,  accom¬ 
plish  a  certain  degree  of  reduction  in  the 
number  of  pathogenic  organisms  found 
in  domestic  wastewater  (as  normally  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  level  of  fecal  coliform 
bacteria)  through  natural  die-off  and 
solids  removal.  These  removals,  how¬ 
ever,  are  incidental  and  generally  result 
in  fecal  coliform  bacteria  concentrations 
which  are  at  least  an  order  of  magnitude 
greater  than  those  required  for  sec¬ 
ondary  treatment  by  40  CFR  Part  133. 

The  reduction  of  pathogens  beyond 
that  achieved  by  process  operation  for 
the  removal  of  degradable  organic 
matter  is  often  necessary  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  public  health.  Section  133.102 
(c)  of  40  CFR  Part  133  established  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  for  fecal  coliform  bac¬ 
teria  based  on  the  levels  attainad>le  by 
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means  of  disinfection  with  disinfectants 
such  as  chlorine.  The  minimum  levels  of 
disinfection  required  by  §  133.102(c)  in 
terms  of  fecal  coliform  bacteria  are  as 
follows : 

(1)  The  geometric  mean  of  the  values 
for  effluent  samples  collected  in  a  period 
of  30  consecutive  days  shall  not  exceed 
200  per  100  milliliters; 

(2)  The  geometric  mean  of  the  values 
for  effluent  samples  collected  in  a  period 
of  seven  consecutive  days  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  400  per  100  milliliters. 

In  the  case  of  most  facilities  treating 
domestic  wastes,  attainment  of  the  levels 
of  fecal  coliform  bacteria  required  by  40 
CFR  Part  133  necessitates  the  use  of  a 
separate,  non- biological  unit  process 
designed  specifically  for  the  disinfection 
of  wastewater.  The  only  wastewater  dis¬ 
infection  processes  currently  available 
for  widespread  use  of  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  are  those  employing 
molecular  chlorine  or  its  derivatives.  The 
net  result  is  that  the  requirement  of  a 
minimum  level  of  disinfection  for  all 
publicly  owned  treatment  w’orks  in  40 
CFR  Part  133  inadvertently  encourages 
the  use  of  chlorine  at  the  present  time. 
This  problem  is  compounded  by  the  fact 
that  requiring  a  minimum  level  of  disin¬ 
fection  for  all  sanitary  wastewater  dis¬ 
charges  is  of  questionable  benefit  in 
those  instances  where  the  possibility  of 
human  contact  with  the  receiving  body 
is  remote.  While  it  is  acknowledged  that 
considerable  benefits  are  gained  by  the 
disinfection  of  wastewater,  it  also  must 
be  recognized  that  certain  potential  en¬ 
vironmental  problems  can  result  from 
the  uncontrolled  use  of  chlorine. 

In  January  1974  an  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  Task  Force  was 
formed  to  review  EPA  policy  on  w’aste- 
water  disinfection  and  the  use  of  chlo¬ 
rine.  Since  that  time  a  considerable 
amount  of  data  has  been  gathered  and 
analyzed.  Evidence  exists  that  residual 
chlorine  and  certain  chlorine-based  com¬ 
pounds.  formed  as  a  result  of  the  chlo¬ 
rination  of  domestic  wrastewater  can  be 
toxic  to  aquatic  life  in  relatively  low 
concentrations.  It  has  been  recently 
doemnented  that  chlorination  may  form 
carcinogenic  compounds  in  secondary 
effluents.  Disinfectants  are  by  definition 
materials  which  are  hazardous  to  living 
things.  Because  of  the  potential  dangers 
associated  with  the  use  of  molecular 
chlorine,  many  municipalities  have 
switched  to  sodium  hypochlorite  for  dis¬ 
infection  because  it  is  less  hazardous  to 
handle  than  molecular  chlorine  though 
considerably  more  expensive.  The  stor¬ 
age  and/or- application  of  other  disin¬ 
fectants  also  requires  special  safety  pre¬ 
cautions  similar  to  those  for  chlorine. 
The  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  the 
potential  harm  to  both  the  human  and 
aquatic  life  which  can  result  from  the 
uncemtroUed  and  excessive  use  of  chlo¬ 
rine  for  wastewater  disinfection  warrants 
the  amendment  of  40  CFR  Part  133.  A 
preliminary  copy  of  the  Task  Force  re¬ 
port  is  available  for  inspection  at  the 
EPA  Freedom  of  Information  Center, 
Room  202,  West  Tower,  Waterside  Msill 
in  Washington,  D.C.  and  at  all  EPA  Re¬ 


gional  OfiBces.  A  limited  munber  of 
copies  of  the  preliminary  report  are 
available.  Persons  wishing  to  obtain  a 
copy  may  write  the  Director,  Municipal 
Construction  Division,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  D.C,  20460.  The  Task  Force 
Report  wdll  be  finalized  upon  completion 
of  the  proposed  action  and  wdll  be  avail¬ 
able  from  the  U.S.  (jovernment  Printing 
Office  at  that  time. 

The  costs  and  energy  requirements  as¬ 
sociated  writh  wastewater  treatment  are 
also  factors  which  are  significantly  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  imposition  of  disinfection 
requirements.  Presently  the  cost  of  dis¬ 
infection  (chlorination)  is  approximately 
5-7  percent  of  the  total  treatment  costs 
for  secondary  treatment.  The  imposition 
of  requirements  which  would  necessitate 
the  use  of  alternate  means  of  disinfec¬ 
tion  (e.g.,  ozonation  or  dechlorination) 
could  increase  the  total  treatment  cost 
(secondary  treatment)  by  as  much  as  15- 
30  percent. 

Disinfection,  even  at  the  present  re¬ 
quired  level,  is  energy  intensive  because 
of  the  amount  of  energy  required  for  the 
manufacture  of  most  disinfectants.  The 
energy  used  to  produce  the  amoimt  of 
the  chlorine  necessary  to  provide  the 
level  of  disinfection  presently  required 
by  40  era  Part  133  is  from  7-15  percent 
of  the  total  on-site  energy  demand  of  a 
typical  secondary  treatment  plant  (ac¬ 
tivated  sludge) .  Furthermore,  the  energy 
requirements  for  the  manufacture  of  al¬ 
ternate  disinfectants  are  as  much  as  5-7 
times  as  great  as  those  for  chlorine. 

It  is  not  intended  to  imply  that  energy 
and  cost  are  factors  which  are  to  be 
considered  in  establishing  specific  disin¬ 
fection  requirements.  Public  health  and 
protection  of  the  aquatic  and  human  en¬ 
vironments  are  still  the  overriding  con¬ 
siderations  affecting  and  disinfection 
requirements.  The  unnecessary  and  ex¬ 
cessive  use  of  disinfectants,  however,  is 
wasteful,  both  in  terms  of  available  fi¬ 
nancial  resources  and  energy. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  effluent  limita- 
tions  for  fecal  coliform  bacteria  in  40 
era  Part  133  be  deleted  from  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  secondary  treatment.  Disinfec¬ 
tion  requirements  for  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  and  other  domestic 
wastewater  treatment  plants  (for  which 
effluent  limitations  have  been  based  on 
secondary  treatment  information)  would 
be  established  in  accordance  with  water 
quality  standards  promulgated  pursuant 
to  Sections  301,  302  and  303  of  the  Act. 
Sections  301(b)  (IXB)  and  301(b)(1) 
(C)  of  the  Act  require  for  all  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  “effluent  limita¬ 
tions  based  on  secondary  treatment,”  or 
“any  more  stringent  limitation  including 
those  necessary  to  meet  water  quality 
standards,  treatment  standards,  or 
schedules  of  compliance,  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  any  State  law  or  regula- 
ticois  •  *  Effluent  limitations  for  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works,  Including 
disinfection  requirements,  pursuant  to 
Section  301  of  the  Act  are  and  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  enforceable  conditions  of  per¬ 
mits  issued  under  the  authority  of.  the 
National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimina- 
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tion  System.  It  is  expected  that  most  fa¬ 
cilities  with  disinfection  dUTahiUties  will 
continue  to  disinfect,  with  exceptions  to 
the  continuous  disinfection  requirement 
being  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in 
accordance  with  water  quality  standards 
and  any  applicable  State  relations.  It 
is  also  expected  that  disinfection  equipr 
ment  will  be  installed  in  most  new  facili¬ 
ties  and  in  those  existing  facilities  with 
specific  disinfection  requirements  which 
do  not  presently  have  disinfection  capa¬ 
bilities.  A  supplementary  statement  of 
EPA  policy  on  the  disinfection  of  waste- 
watd*  has  been  prepared  and  is  being 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  con¬ 
currently  with  this  notice. 

In  this  regard  it  also  recognized  that 
many  States  have  previously  develoi>ed 
regulations  concerning  wastewater  dis¬ 
infection  practices  which  are  based  on 
the  specific  needs  of  the  particular  State. 
These  programs  have  proven  to  be  effec¬ 
tive  with  respect  to  protecting  public 
health  from  disease  and  are  the  basis  for 
the  Agency’s  confidence  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  will  have  the  desired 
effect  without  Jeopardizing  public  health. 
The  States  are  encouraged  to  retain  ex¬ 
isting  programs  when  such  programs 
have  proven  effective  for  that  State’s 
needs  provided  that  disinfection  criteria 
are  based  on  water  quality  standards.  In 
those  instances  in  which  state  water 
quality  standards  had  relied  on  the  fecal 
conform  bacteria  limitations  in  40  CFR 
Part  133  to  provide  a  minimum  level  of 
disinfection  for  all  discharges  from  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works,  such  stand¬ 
ards  should  be  re-evaluated  and  amend¬ 
ed  if  determined  to  be  inadequate  with 
respect  to  protection  of  public  health 
from  disease. 

Paragraph  (d)  of  S  133.102  requires 
that  “the  efSuent  values  for  pH  shall  re¬ 
main  within  the  limits  of  6.0  to  9.0.”  This 
limitation  was  not  Intended  to  require 
that  the  eflSuent  pH  be  adjusted  to  con¬ 
form  with  the  6-9  range  when  the  natural 
pH  of  the  wastewater  and/or  natural 
biological  treatment  phenomena  cause 
the  effluent  pH  to  be  outside  that  range. 
The  amendment  of  9  133.103  (“Special 
Considerations”)  is  proposed  to  limit  the 
applicability  of  9  133.102(d)  to  those 


cases  where  inorganic  chemicals  are  add¬ 
ed  during  the  wastewater  treatment 
process  prior  to  disinfection  or  where 
contributions  from  industrial  sources 
caiise  the  effluent  pH  to  be  greater  than 
9.0  or  less  than  6.0. 

.  Interested  persons  are  Invited  to  com¬ 
ment  on  the  proposed  amendments  to 
Part  133  by  written  submission  to  the 
Office  of  Water  Program  Operations 
(WH-447) ,  United  States  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington.  D.C.  20460.  Prior  to  promul¬ 
gation  of  the  proposed  amendments  in 
final  form,  all  comments  received  on  or 
before  October  14,  1975  will  be  carefully 
considered.  All  comments  received  may 
be  inspected  at  the  above  location  during 
normal  working  hours  by  interested 
members  of  the  public.  If,  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  for  written  submissions,  it  is  deemed 
necessary  that  public  hearings  be  held, 
notice  of  such  hearings  will  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  it 
is  proposed  to  amend  Part  133  of  Chapter 
I  of  Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Re¬ 
gulations  as  set  forth  below. 

(Sec.  304(d)(1)  and  301(b)(1)(B)  of  tee 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Ck>ntrol  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1972  (33  U.S.C.  1342,  1346  &  1361)) 

Dated:  August  6, 1975. 

John  Quarles,  . 

Acting  Administrator. 

1.  Section  133.102  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  133.102  Secondary  Treatment. 

’The  following  paragraphs  describe  the 
minimum  level  of  effluent  quality  attain¬ 
able  by  secondary  treatment  in  terms  of 
the  parameters  biochemical  oxygen  de¬ 
mand,  suspended  solids  and  pH.  All  re¬ 
quirements  for  each  parameter  shall  be 
achieved  except  as  provided  for  in 
9  133.103. 

(a)  Biochemical  oxygen  demand  (five- 
day).  (1)  The  arithmetic  mean  of  the 
values  for  effluent  samples  collected  in  a 
period  of  30  consecutive  days  shall  not 
exceed  30  milligrams  per  liter. 

(2)  The  arithmetic  mean  of  the  values 
for  effluent  samples  collected  in  a  pe¬ 


riod  of  seven  consecutive  days  shall  not 
exceed  45  milligrams  per  liter. 

(3)  ’The  arithmetic  mean  of  the  values 
for  effluent  samples- collected  in  a  period 
of  30  consecutive  days  shall  not  exceed 
15  percent  of  the  arithmetic  mean  of  the 
values  for  Infiuent  samples  collected  at 
approximately  the  same  times  during  the 
same  period  (85  percent  removal) . 

(b)  Suspended  Solids.  (1)  ’The  arith¬ 
metic  mean  of  the  values  for  effluent  sam¬ 
ples  collected  in  a  period  of  30  consecu¬ 
tive  days  shall  not  exceed  30  milligrams 
per  liter. 

(2)  The  arithmetic  mean  of  the  values 
for  effluent  samples  collected  in  a  period 
of  seven  consecutive  days  shall  not  exceed 
45  milligrams  per  liter. 

(3)  ’The  arithmetic  mean  of  the  values 
for  effluent  samples  collected  in  a  period 
of  30  consecutive  days  shall  not  exceed 
15  percent  of  the  arithmetic  mean  of  the 
values  for  Infiuent  samples  collected  at 
approximately  the  same  times  during  the 
same  period  (85  percent  removal) . 

(c)  pH.  The  effluent  values  for  pH  shall 
remain  within  the  limits  of  6.0  to  9.0. 

2.  Section  133.103  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  paragraph  (c)  as  follows: 

§  133.103  Special  considerations. 

*  *  •  •  • 

(c)  ’The  requirements  of  paragraph  (c) 
of  9  133.102  are  intended  to  control  the 
pH  of  effluents  discharged  from  treat¬ 
ment  works  which  add  inorganic  chemi¬ 
cals  to  the  waste  stream  as  part  of  a 
treatment  process  or  where  the  effluent 
pH  falls  outside  of  the  6-9  range  because 
of  contributions  from  Industrial  sources. 
’The  effluent  pH  limitations  are  not  in¬ 
tended  to  require  pH  adjustments  to  ef- 
fiuents  from  strictly  physical/biological 
treatment  processes  followed  by  disin¬ 
fection.  Mandatory  adjustment  of  effluent 
pH  to  conform  to  the  6-9  range  shall  be 
limited  to  those  cases  where  inorganic 
chemicals  are  added  to  the  wastewater 
prior  to  disinfection  and  where  contribu¬ 
tions  from  industrial  sources  cause  the 
effluent  pH  to  be  less  than  6.0  or  greater 
than  9.0. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[FBL  396-6] 

DOMESTIC  WASTEWATER  DISINFECTION 
Secondary  Treatment 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  proposed  the  amendment  of  the  Sec¬ 
ondary  Treatment  Information  regula¬ 
tion  contained  in  40  CFR  Part  133  and 
promulgated  pursuant  to  Section  304(d) 

(1)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act  Amendments  of  1972  (the  Act). 
Section  301(b)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Act  requires 
the  efiQuent  limitations,  based  on  second¬ 
ary  treatment,  be  achieved  for  all  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  w’orks  in  exist¬ 
ence  on  July  1,  1977,  or  approved  for  a 
construction  grant  prior  to  June  30, 1974 
(for  which  construction  must  be  com¬ 
pleted  within  four  years  of  approval). 
The  proposed  amendment,  published 
concurrently  with  this  notification,  de¬ 
letes  the  fecal  coliform  bacteria  limita¬ 
tions  from  the  definition  of  secondary 
treatment.  _ 

At  the  time  that  40  CFR  Part  133  was 
first  promulgated,  limitations  on  fecal 
coliform  bacteria  were  included  in  the 
definition  of  secondary  treatment  on  the 
basis  that  disinfection  is  necessary  for 
the  protection  of  public  health.  In  recog¬ 
nition  of  more  recent  information,  it  is 
now  felt  that  it  is  environmentally  more 
sound  to  establish  disinfection  require¬ 
ments  for  domestic  wastewater  dis¬ 
charges  in  accordance  with  water  quality 
standards  promulgated  pursuant  to  Sec¬ 
tions  302  and  303  of  the  Act  and  asso¬ 
ciated  public  health  needs.  In  this  man¬ 
ner,  the  necessary  protection  of  public 
health  can  be  assured,  while  achieving 
adequate  safeguards  against  the  adverse 
effects  which  could  result  from  the  exces¬ 
sive  use  of  disinfectants. 

In  January  1974,  an  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  Task  Force  was 
formed  to  review  EPA  policy  on  waste- 
w'ater  disinfection  and  the  use  of  chlo¬ 
rine.  The  Task  Force  recognized  that 
chlorine  and  chlorine-based  compoimds 
are  presently  receiving  essentially  exclu¬ 
sive  use  for  the  disinfection  of  waste- 
w’ater.  While  chlorine  is  an  effective  dis¬ 
infectant  with  respect  to  meeting  bac¬ 
teriological  standards  and  is  adequately 
protecting  public  health,  there  are  poten¬ 
tial  dangers  associated  with  the  use  of 
chlorine.  Disinfection  of  wastewater  with 
chlorine  can  result  in  the  formation  of 
halogenated  organic  compounds  which 
have  been  identified  as  potential  carcino¬ 
gens.  Considerable  data  also  exist  to  indi¬ 


cate  that  chlorination  of  wastewater  can 
result  in  a  residual  chlorine  level  that 
is  toxic  to  aquatic  life.  The  Task  Force 
concluded  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
present  policy  inadvertently  encourages 
the  use  of  chlorine,  a  regulation  which 
in  certain  instances  requires  disinfection 
unnecessarily  further  compounds  the  po¬ 
tential  problems  associated  with  the 
chlorination  of  wastewater. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  Pub.  L.  92- 
500,  domestic  wastewater  disinfection 
practice  was,  for  the  most  part,  con¬ 
trolled  locally  by  the  States.  In  proposing 
the  deletion  of  the  disinfection  require¬ 
ments  from  40  CFR  Part  133  and  recom¬ 
mending  reliance  on  water  quality  stand¬ 
ards,  the  EPA  made  an  assessment  of  the 
State  standards  relating  to  wastewater 
disinfection.  It  was  determined  that  vir¬ 
tually  all  of  the  States  and  Territories 
have  water  quality  related  regulations 
pertaining  to  the  disinfection  of  waste- 
water  and  that  public  health  was  ade¬ 
quately  being  maintained.  In  many  in¬ 
stances,  other  than  continuous  disinfec¬ 
tion  was  being  practiced  where  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  hmnan  contact  with  the  re¬ 
ceiving  waters  was  remote. 

Disinfection  requirements  have  been 
and  must  continue  to  be  directed  at  pro¬ 
tecting  the  public  health.  Water  quality 
standards  which  establish  the  ne^  for 
disinfection  must,  as  a  minimum,  shall 
include  the  following: 

( 1 )  Protection  of  public  water  supplies. 

(2)  Protection  of  fisheries  and  shell¬ 
fish  w'aters. 

(3)  Protection  of  irrigation  and  agri¬ 
cultural  waters. 

(4)  Protection  of  waters  where  human 
contact  is  likely. 

(5)  Protection  of  interstate  waters  to 
which  the  above  criteria  apply. 

The  Agency  proposed  for  public  com¬ 
ment  on  Octol^  18,  1973,  Quality  Cri¬ 
teria  for  Water  which  were  intended  to 
be  used  as  the  basis  for  State  water  qual¬ 
ity  standards.  Criteria  were  proposed  for 
fecal  coliform  bacteria  and  chlorine. 
These  criteria  are  presently  being  re¬ 
vised  in  accordance  with  the  comments 
received  and  will  be  available  for  use  by 
the  States  in  the  development  of  water 
quality  standards  and  the  related  disin¬ 
fection  requirements  for  publicly  owned 
treatment  works. 

The  benefits  achieved  by  disinfection 
should  be  weighed  against  the  environ¬ 
mental  risks  and  costs.  It  is  intended 
that  the  use  of  chlorine  disinfection 
would  be  considered  only  when  there 
are  public  health  hazards  to  be  con- 
troll^.  The  exclusive  use  of  chlorine  for 


disinfection  should  not  be  continued 
where  protection  of  aquatic  life  Is  of  pri¬ 
mary  consideration.  Alternate  means  of 
disinfection  and  disinfectant  control 
(dechlorination)  must  be  considered 
where  public  health  hazards  and  poten¬ 
tial  adverse  impact  on  the  aquatic  and 
hiunan  environments  co-exist.  Disinfec¬ 
tion  should  not  be  required  in  those  in¬ 
stances  where  benefits  are  not  present. 

A  preliminary  Task  Force  Report  has 
been  prepared  to  provide  a  compilation 
of  the  existing  technical  and  scientific 
data  related  to  the  issues  raised  by  waste- 
water  disinfection.  The  report  is  divided 
into  four  main  parts — Summary,  CJonclu- 
sions  and  Recommendatimis;  Public 
Health  Effects  and  Considerations;  Toxic 
Effects  on  the  Aquatic  Environment;  and 
Disinfection  Process  Alternatives.  Also 
included  in  the  report  is  a  summary  of 
the  Agency’s  ongoing  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  program  in  the  area  of  waste - 
water  disinfection  and  alternate  means 
of  disinfection.  A  copy  of  the  Task  Force 
report  is  available  for  inspection  at  the 
EPA  Freedom  of  Information  Center, 
Room  202,  West  Tower,  Waterside  Mai) 
in  Washington,  D.C.  and  at  all  EPA  Re¬ 
gional  Offices.  A  limited  number  of  copies 
of  the  report  are  available.  Persons  wish¬ 
ing  to  obtain  a  copy  may  write  the  Direc¬ 
tor,  Mxmicipal  Construction  Division,  En¬ 
vironmental  Protecti<Mi  Agency,  401  M 
Street,  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460.  The 
Task  Force  report  will  be  finalized  upon 
completion  of  proposed  action  and  will  be 
available  from  the  U.S.  Government 
Printing  Office  at  that  time. 

Interested  members  of  the  public  are 
invited  to  comment  on  the  proposed 
wastewater  disinfection  policy  by  written 
submissions  to  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  D.C.  20460,  Office  of  Water 
Program  Operations  (WH-447).  Prior  to 
adoption  of  the  proposed  policy  in  final 
form,  all  comments  received  on  or  before 
October  14,  1975  will  be  carefully  con¬ 
sidered. 

All  comments  received  may  be  in¬ 
spected  at  the  above  location  during  nor¬ 
mal  working  hours  by  interested  members 
of  the  public.  If,  during  the  period  for 
written  submissions,  it  is  deemed  neces¬ 
sary  that  public  hearings  be  held,  no¬ 
tice  of  such  hearings  will  be  published  in 
the  F’ederal  Register. 

Dated:  August  6, 1975. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 
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